2143 



MANUAL OF PATENT EXAMINING PROCEDURE 



reached on the basis of the facts gleaned from the 
prior art. 

ESTABLISHING A PRIMA FACIE CASE OF OB- 
VIOUSNESS 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, 
three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be 
some suggestion or motivation, either in the refer- 
ences themselves or in the knowledge generally avail- 
able to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, 
there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limita- 
tions. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of suc- 
cess must both be found in the prior art. and not based 
on applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 
20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). See MPEP § 2143 
- § 2143,03 for decisions pertinent to each of these 
criteria. 

The initial burden is on the examiner to provide 
some suggestion of the desirability of doing what the 
inventor has done. 'To support the conclusion that the 
claimed invention is directed to obvious subject mat- 
ter, either the references must expressly or impliedly 
suggest the claimed invention or the examiner must 
present a convincing line of reasoning as to why the 
artisan would have found the claimed invention to 
have been obvious in light of the teachings of the ref- 
erences." Ex parte Clapp, 227 USPQ 972, 973 (Bd. 
Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). See MPEP § 2144 - 
§ 2144.09 for examples of reasoning supporting obvi- 
ousness rejections. 

When the motivation to combine the teachings of 
the references is not immediately apparent, it is the 
duty of the examiner to explain why the combination 
of the teachings is proper Ex parte Skinner, 
2USPQ2d 1788 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1986). A 
statement of a rejection that includes a large number 
of rejections must explain with reasonable specificity 
at least one rejection, otherwise the examiner proce- 
durally fails to establish a prima facie case of obvi- 
ousness. Ex parte Blanc, 13 USPQ2d 1383 (Bd. Pat. 
App. & Inter. 1989) (Rejection based on nine refer- 
ences which included at least 40 prior art rejections 
without explaining any one rejection with reasonable 



specificity was reversed as procedurally failing io 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness.). 

If the examiner determines there is factual support 
for rejecting the claimed invention under 35 U.S.C. 
103, the examiner must then consider any evidence 
supporting the patentability of the claimed invention, 
such as any evidence in the specification or any other 
evidence submitted by the applicant. The ultimate 
determination of patentability is based on the entire 
record, by a preponderance of evidence, with due con- 
sideration to the persuasiveness of any arguments and 
any secondary evidence. In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 
24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). The legal standard 
of '*a preponderance of evidence" requires the evi- 
dence to be more convincing than the evidence which 
is offered in opposition to it. With regard to rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. 103, the examiner must provide evi- 
dence which as a whole shows that the legal determi- 
nation sought to be proved (i.e., the reference 
teachings establish a prima facie case of obviousness) 
is more probable than not. 

When an applicant submits evidence, whether in 
the specification as originally filed or in reply to a 
rejection, the examiner must reconsider the patent- 
ability of the claimed invention. The decision on pat- 
entability must be made based upon consideration of 
all the evidence, including the evidence submitted by 
the examiner and the evidence submitted by the appli- 
cant. A decision to make or maintain a rejection in the 
face of all the evidence must show that it was based 
on the totality of the evidence. Facts established by 
rebuttal evidence must be evaluated along with the 
facts on which the conclusion of obviousness was 
reached, not against the conclusion itself. In re EH 
Lilly & Co., 902 F2d 943, 14 USPQ2d 1741 (Fed. Cir. 
1990). 

See In re Piasecki, 745 F.2d 1468, 223 USPQ 785 
(Fed. Cir. 1984) for a discussion of the proper roles of 
the examiner*s prima facie case and applicant's rebut- 
tal evidence in the fmal determination of obviousness. 
See MPEP § 706.02(j) for a discussion of the proper 
contents of a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103. 

2143 Basic Requiremenlts of a Prima 
Facie Case of Obviousness 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, 
three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be 
some suggestion or motivation, either in the refer- 
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ences themselves or in the knowledge generally avail- 
able to one of ordinary skill in the an, to modify the 
reference or to combine referejice teachings. Second, 
there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limita- 
tions. 

The teaching or suggestion to make thdclaimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation. of suc- 
cess must both be found in the prior art, not in appli- 
cant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 
20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

2143.01 Suggestion or Motivation To 
Modify the References [R-1] 

THE PRIOR ART MUST SUGGEST THE DE- 
SIRABILITY OF THE CLAIMED INVENTION 

*There are three possible sources for a motivation 
to combine references: the nature of the problem to be 
solved, the teachings of the prior art, and the knowl- 
edge of persons of ordinary skill in the art." In re 
Rouffet, 149 F3d 1350, 1357, 47 USPQ2d 1453, 
1457-58 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (The combination of the ref- 
erences taught every element of the claimed inven- 
tion, however without a motivation to combine, a 
rejection based on a prima facie case of obvious was 
held improper.). The level of skill in the an cannot be 
relied upon to provide the suggestion to combine ref- 
erences. Al-Site Corp. v, VSI Int'l Inc., 174 F.3d 1308, 
50USPQ2d 1161 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

"In determining the propriety of the Patent Office 
case for obviousness in the first instance, it is neces- 
sary to ascertain whether or not the reference teach- 
ings would appear to be sufficient for one of ordinary 
skill in the relevant an having the reference before 
him to make the proposed substitution, combination, 
or other modification." In re Linter, 458 F.2d 1013, 
1016. 173 USPQ560, 562 (CCPA 1972). 

Obviousness can only be established by combining 
or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either explic- 
itly or implicitly in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill 
in the art. 'The test for an implicit showing is what the 
combined teachings, knowledge of one of ordinary 
skill in the art, and the nature of the problem to be 



solved as a whole would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art." In re Kotzab, 217 F3d 1365, 
1370, 55 USPQ2d 1313. 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2000). See 
also >In re Ue, 277 F3d 1338, 1342-44, 61 USPQ2d 
1430, 1433-34 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (discussing the impor- 
tance of relying on objective evidence and making 
specific factual findings with respect to the motiva- 
tion to combine references);< In re Fine, 837 F2d 
1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In re Jones, 
958 R2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

In In re Kotzab, the claims were drawn to an injec- 
tion molding method using a single temperature sen- 
sor to control a plurality of flow control valves. The 
primary reference disclosed a multizone device hav- 
ing multiple sensors, each of which controlled an 
associated flow control valve, and also taught that one 
system may be used to control a number of valves.. 
The court found that there was insufficient evidence 
to show that one system was the same as one sensor. 
While the control of multiple valves by a single sen- 
sor rather than by multiple sensors was a ''technologi- 
cally simple concept," there was no finding "as to the 
specific understanding or principle within the knowl- 
edge of the skilled artisan" that would have provided 
the motivation to use a single sensor as the system to 
control more than one valve. 217 F.3d at 1371, 
55USPQ2dat 1318: 

In In re Fine, the claims were directed to a system 
for detecting and measuring minute quantities on 
nitrogen compounds comprising a gas chromato- 
graph, a converter which converts nitrogen com- 
pounds into nitric oxide by combustion, and a nitric 
oxide detector. The primary reference disclosed a sys- 
tem for monitoring sulfur compounds comprising a 
chromatograph, combustion means, and a detector, 
and the secondary reference taught nitric oxide detec- 
tors. The examiner and Board asserted that it would 
have been within the skill of the art to substitute one 
type of detector for another in the system of the pri- 
mary reference, however the court found there was no 
support or explanation of this conclusion and 
reversed. 

In In re Jones, the claimed invention was the 2-{2^- 
aminoethoxy) ethanol salt of dicamba, a compound 
with herbicidal activity. The primary reference dis- 
closed inter alia the substituted ammonium salts of 
dicamba as herbicides, however the reference did not 
specifically teach the claimed salt. Secondary refer- 
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